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Kirkwood interrupts the interminable jury selection for a chapter (13) on Ferrie and 
i^ean Andrews, rerv^ricably incompetent about both (ho lists Andrews as a fsource but has 
nothin , not a aiiigle word, cooing from Andrews) and no less dishonest# He hero draws upon 
whet he does not mention, Oswald in hew Orleans, to include what was in it alone (alopecia) 
and to quote' was had been quoted in it alone f the Hsoerpt iron Andrews 1 testimony (ciders 
also quoted in part, but not tills stuff)# ne <sets around the use of tho becret Service 
Ferrie report by crediting fora Bethell uith giving him thav, and he faila to draw upon a 
single Arclr^ven document or oven to mention them, tlicir existence, tiioir sup res.iai, etc# 

He can t bo this incompetent or t&iinfonaed, although he flaunts both, so -»• assume 
the dishonesty ir> deliberate# 

Evan his description of iiow the ’’probe 1 * became known is not accurate, undoubtedly 
coming from tonoraary Varies, who was ru>t first with it# Hot even second# 

Thin man lacks eva 71 normal curiosity# For onu example, lie says that Hartin loomed 
about Ferric having been with LUO in the chu* on TV, yct f with the news director of that 
gtatr.on that aired it on one of ills cited sources p hu fails to go to the original source 9 
Voobel, or to mention him# 

There are all kinds of re toil ea error, as tlierc was no trace of a Olay Bertram 
in the 1*1x1 investigation# hot only was there and 1 iiave the FEX reports, but there was 
that naTcmble gaffe by rinmoey Clark, tiiat Siiaw was Hertraxui# (ioxll know Clark's source 
was thn F13I.) What this chapter shows is tliat Kirkwood is really a propagandist# Ai c could 
have been truthful about liar tin and Ferris without hurt tc nhsw, but even tins honesty 
he did not dare, although ho felt it necessa&cy to give a prejudiced and utterly in- 
competent account of vne beginnings of the tf probe u # There can t be question about t!;o 
dishonesty oscauKe ho jias cut out vniat Ills sources show tliat io unoo.ngen5.al to his thesis# 
One example i a tiie Forme protective-custody-# Ferrie aakad for tliat of Garrison# x t was 
not t ] m .• othei' way around# ivnd it was so reported in tho paper's on wiiich Kiikwood also drew# 



Bbxley-' . s rovaiy y.? Ir. tuo clmptcrs Kiria/ood talks about the leaked lists of witnesses, in 
the first (22u) quoting nynesworth as saying hu got it from someone he knew in Dallas and 
in the second (esp £46-7) tolling his version of the Belliell story# Wen with this 
they almost missed Speisel# Phelan finally nudged the lawyers into a last-minute investi- 
gation# I wonder if BoxLey was the first source? The lists are not identical, so they 
appear not to cone from the same copy# 

There is a pattern in this bookx all for Shaw arc fine, even Bothell, who io really 
a repulsive, slothful man, i3 described glowingly; those against always in some way bad# 
There arc generally significant details omitted w)icn they make hhe defense look less good 
or tiie piesocuiion less bac# Kith all this verbiage, omission io not for reasons of space# 
1 have noted a fern in the bock# Cv^n when »uy ljjq minor as Enndra ricllaines (^offitt) 



asking for decent clothes with wiiich to go to D#0. and a place to stay, agreement to her 
terra is called teibexy# It is only right that with her K depart from his practise of 
including <J.I the iirclcvancdae# l*c does not say die bore Ferry luoao's child, as sJie did# 

And with all sorts of dcvail about husso, he omits Perry's having been to an Oswald picketing 
and still having one of the handbills# Nor is it surprising, given the ndshancGincc by 
uliu prosecution, wiiich ap.)ears to liave done no clv^cking at all, tliat ^ onits mention of 
tiie fact tlic-.t tiie liouso on Esplanada to wiiich Speisel tooic the circus had been ownea by Shaw# 
N say r s tlic layout was not idcinticaUy as Si>c3isol had cLrav/n it but he docs not say tliore 
lud been no rdteratiou-L3 after Shaw sold it# 



uiian I felt earlier# 



3/19 flavin^ i’inin’acd with it, I feel it is even v,orao 1st cv^ nay , , 

and by this I intend to include a3 a defense of ahaw# It is so excessively pro-aaw that 
he destroys ills own crot ability# V/lien i j is so conpiutoly boring, verbose and iutii^tuLjr 
concerned with the trivia, the combination becomss a burden to Eliaw, ulio i 3 as unhorolc a 
hero as man con fr.brdeate# Ho ;iever docs or coys: cnj*t;oJXg wrong, is emotionless and tolerant, 
never displaying deep or hinvm feelings# And everybody loves Shaw, e;xjcr>t bad poo ole, who 
don't and to whan there ie n€rniM>ndi.ng, :x)intlcos reference, -ical uck, cone in a\oiy 
amateurish wlrLch in it soli' prompts wonder# tfinon and Schuster have published before, 
lho editing here would bo poor for the vanity press# 



The unhidden dishonesty, even about the Warren Coivnission, which, ostensibly, 
neither he nor Shaw's lawyers arodef ending (while never 8topp4ii&), is astounding* With 
Finch, for example, all tiie militiiry orders to corrupt the autopsy are suppressed in this 
version of his testimony, his admission of significant errors is excluded, and his embar- 
rassment at uGjm& caught in lies, apparent from the tran&cript, in disguised and explained 
as his lack of experience being cross-examined! 

it . ieeiTiS impossible that I^irkwood iu\de?®atnbm ar> little about what was going on 
os his book 3 ays of him. I don t think ho can be that detached from the realities of 
the court or of life or of how^rleans. 3 o, 1 have to assume that ha is .just that 
dishonest. In a book of more than 650 pages, exclusions can’t be attributes to space 
limitations, particularly when he wastes most of his groat apace with Junk and childial>- 
neos and self-promotions. 

I think I detect an unintended self -disclosure in this wretched garbage. Kirkwood 
goes into great and continuous detail about the closeness of hi3 relationship with all 
show’s aide, from Shaw to ills lawyer® ±ind including many cronies find local celebrities. 
Yet in 650 pages thero is not a single tiling of any consequence, even minor consequence, 
tliat he attributes to any one of them. ho?’ art; there minor disclosures to him. An example 
of v/hat lie could well liuve used | to give a little hunanity tohis characters is lie./ Fonseca 
stayed in the case when he didn t want to. From tills book you’d never know that Panzeca 
did all the . hal'd work. You get tha impression that he Just iiappens to be there- sometimes. 

Id uluii t trust Kirkwood enoutpi to tell him that, or how much more he had on Perry 
iC osso than Re used, Sal had to be without trust of the only men writing a bock on Shaw’ s 
side. The si&e goes for the other lawyers and for Shaw. For all the booking Kirkwood 
uid with tlje reporters, they also told him precious little, ho uses much less whan I would 
expect to drop in normal, friendly association. 

Why this lack of trust shines from the many pages I don t know. Fooling tney hac. to 
l:eop everytliiiii, secret might explain it, but then the feeling v oulo. require some reasonable 
explanation. There would seam to liave been no reason fox' such security with a trusted 
friend (ask him, he’ll tell you he was, as ho does without prompting) • After the Inquire 
piece it can t be because his loyalty was in doubt. After St^rn took niu on, it 
can’t bo because of poof auspices. I’m inclined to believe it is because Shaw and his 
lawyers had secrets to keep so tnoy kept everything secret. 

The few items of minor value aoeincluded for reasons other than their value in 
research or as good reporting. One of the few illuminations is the personal attitudes 
and beliefs of the judge, who aeons to be on a sound legal bads in his opinions. But 
Kirkwood is out to get the Judge, too, so lie fails to tell the real story of the party 
which undid Haggerty. This is unfortunately typical of his treatment of those lie regards 
as khaw's enemies. They all become his enemies and his book is his axe for eacli, without 
any exviepuion tiiat corues to mind, a mean, v indi ctive thing. 

Because he ra so inept, so lacking in iididiol understanding of more tiian appeared 
xn the papers, it is possible that some of his tapuu interviews may hold value. I've 
asked if I can see tliat with kusso. he’d never tumble to wiiat they might blub and turn 
them off, one nobody any sense woulu worry about saying almost anything to liim— 
and mi gilt have. Just a dropped iiome could moan something to one familiar with the names. 

At no point in the booh does he acknowledge that Slaw is a hocio sexual, until at the 
very end lie lias Haggerty commenting on it and usee this in a way to nuke it scemn that 
the prosecution didn t use it because it would have backfired. That wasn't the case at 
all. Garrison just wSuld not use it, and it could have been used very effectively, includ- 
ing to at least infer a proclivity to violence, whether cr not true. Espdcially was this 
needed because of the role of Clay Bertrand. However, it was against Garrison’s principles 
to use It. There was no other reason for the immediate decision never to use it. Jim did 
not even release the return on the search warrant. 

With Ferric a central character in the trial, there is less in all of the book than 
appeared in some single news stories ulout Ferric. Is it Just that nirkwcod ±3 that kind 
of writer? Ho more-no "worse? 



